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o .Testing with minority and disadvantaged populations
in America has tesulted in widespread abuse. Theorists have
kistorically viewed tests as instruments for upward mobility in a
system in which doors are often opered by parental wealth and status.
Predictive validity of tests has not properly accounted for .problems
in correlational techniques which accrue when low socioeconomic
ninority groups who tend to live in homogeneous ¢lusters are
considered within the general population. One solution to the lack of
norm referenced groups which reflect the homdgeneity of minority
_groups is the use of criterion referenced tests which are useful for
both diagnosis and teaching. A criterion referenced approach has been
developed over a five year period. The results have been used for pre
and post measures for assessing efficacy, for ipdividual instruction,
for screening children for further assessment, and as a general guide
to help teachers understand individual needs. The test was developed
by the Head Start staff and is periodically updated. Factor analysis
s sts—aspecific lanquage factor and a general readiness factor.
Internal consistency has run consistently over .88 for administration
by college sophomores. Problems of design and implementation are
discussed. (Author/RC) ) . ! :

!
1

ABSTEACT

?
L]

Y
\
y

\ .

3

G ! [

***************************************f*******************************

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished
naterials npt available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality

via the. ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions

*

*

L *

*

. * of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available

*

*

K

*

Q

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.

3 % % N H W X

*************************************#************#**********#********

-~

/



US DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH,

€ouckTioNn & WELFTRE DEVELOPTNG CRITERION REFERENCED ASSESSMENT
NAT:ON .
EDUCATION '

. RO- 3 e X m. . . . i
THis DOCUMENT A8 cDEowED  R0m FOR HEAD START: THBORETICAL AND
THE PERSON OR ORGI\.NIZAT!ONORIGIN°

T SECEsoARY REFRE: PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS®
L SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTVTUTE OF
\‘EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
Irwin A. Hyman .
Temple University .
e ey y Kathleen Smith

Trenton State College : Temple University

ED132201

It is difficult for some to understand t:.2 carrent attack on testing.
Objective scientific assessment procedures have, for many, provided'a means
of advancement in our "technocracy." For many, test results have permitted
upward mobilify across socloeconomic class lines and minimized the affects
of racial and ethnic prejudices on personal advancement.

| "Proponents of testing, from Thomas JefferSOn onward, have wanted to
open doors for the talented poor, in a system in which doors often are opened

by parental wealth and status' (Cronbach, 1975). However, there is currently

. widespread di':atisfactioh with the use o. tests and the psychological com-
.

Cjﬁ; prejudice against their use.

munity caanot ignore either the substantive agreements or the growing public

The furor which has developed around :the issue ot testing mincrity

r

}{ ) children has resulted"i: wide range of actions including a proposed 2

‘vaes moritorium on I.Q. teets (Williams, 1974). 1t is the belief of many, however;
‘u:\ ) . ’ = .

“"’ .that such action is inappropriite (APA, 1966;- Fishman, etrel, 1964; Milgram,

‘ E 1974, Newland, 19M). Perhaps it is not the tests themselves which should

F—-— o

1 -
This paper is an expanded version of the paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

American Psychological Association, Washington, D.C., September 3, 1976.
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bé faulted. but how the results are interpreted and used (Darlingcon, 1971;

Wickoff, 1974). However, despite rational argumencs about the misuse of

Ctests and suggested changes (Cleary, Humphreys, Kendrick, and Wesman, 1979

the harmful use of test scores with disadvantaged students has generated
increaged resistence to the use of any standardized test witih any gvoup
(Adams, 1976; Davis, 1976). ‘
The devélopment of the testing industry in America has in many\ways
paralleled the Jdevelopment of other technologies in our sociéfy. In
brief, scientists discover basié theoretical cons tructs which are then
tested and often later applled to real life problemg.' The history ot
America ha. been characterized by the often too rap’d development of tech-

nologies which eventually create more problems than they solve. The

testing movement now faces the same type of consumer resistence, legislative

" concern and internal professional debates which have chardcterized the de-

velopment of nuclear energy, the use of p.cscrvatives in foods, etc. Un-.
fortunately, from a professional‘point of i, much of the'criticism‘of the
uses of t?Sts is valid. There can be littl: ;vﬂstiop that improper use of
tests hasfcaused great'harm in industri&l, educationai-and instututional
settings. In many cases, the tests are used inaépropriately and contrary to

7

the original intent of the test developers. As a result, psycholégists are

fow subj;ct to a vast onslaught on the use of tests i; various settings

where they have been rigidly institutionalized. There is little doubt that.
great mischief has been done to minority. group chiidren in lower soclo-economic
classes when thé test‘results have been used only for placement and class-

ificaricn ratheu than for diagnosis and treatment. U fcrtunately, this

movement of resistance has grown tQ such propor ‘cus that it is difficult for
. N
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legislatures, judgcial groups and the public in general to separate legitimare
from false issues. As a result, there is a tendency to ''throw the baby out
with the water."

_ v .

A major theoretical problem in testing disadvantaged groups Ls created
by current standardization procedure§. The current practice is to include
iq the standardization group a percentage of each‘miﬁority or disadvanéaged
population that is representative of that group in the total populatioﬁ.
Two possibie solutions include the development of separate norms and the use
of critericn referenced tests with disadvantaged groups. A theoretical
argument for the use of separate normative and special modifications for tests
with disadvantaged is presented. This is followed by a description of tne use
of a criterion feferenced'approach with one particular group of children.

The problem addressed herein 1is that testing is nece§§ary‘and can be

appropriate in assessing the strensths and weaknesses of a child so that a

realistic educational program can be deve'oped to meet the needs of thed in-

’

dividual. Standardized inteliigence tests, have proved over time to be re-
/ . .

liable and valid predictions of achievements’ in our middle class schools.

Both the Stanford Binet and the Wechsler Intelligence Scale have fecently been

o

restandardized to reflect a more representative sampie of‘the Inited States
pﬁpulétidn; Implicit in this restandardization was the attempt to incorpo;
rate representative and-;roportionate’numbgrs of minority children. However,
Qrocedures such as.thése may be faulty, especially in relation to Blacks, since

they have 'presumed a fairly homogeneous distribution of population within
S -

the various social classes and thus have ignored the heavy concentration and over-

;ep-esentation of Blacks in the lower sociloeconomic levéls and thus, norms

establishéa did not provide for an adequate representation of thg black

population (Samuda, 1975; p.é)." In testing minority.children, it appears

that fhe restandardizations h;ve no£ adequately counterbélanced other factors
&~ 4

1

\ . . - , - . v
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wirich influ=nce test performance. Higher numbers of minority group children

continue to f£all within the lower ragges of the iatelligence scaifes (Samuda,

1979%) ., Some characteristics of children from lower socfoeconomic levels which

may he expected to affeet test performance, have been identified by Fishman,

et al, (1974) and are as follows, "In contrast to the middle class child;

the lower class child will tend to be less verbal, more fearful of ;trangors,
r :

less self-confident, less mnotivated toward scholastic and academic achievement,

less competative in the intellectual realm, more irritable, less conforming

to middle class norms of behavior and conduct, ﬁore apt to be bilingual, less

exposed to intellectually stimulating materials in the home, less varied

in recrcational outlets, less knowledgable about the world outside his
:

immediate neighborhood and more likely to attend infericr schools.' Tt is

not enough to be sophisticated in testing, one must also také/fﬁfa ﬁccounr
tﬁc influences of tge child's sociocconomié sfatus and cultural experiences
upon the testing process and outcome.

It is at this point that the issue of hereditary/envircnmental influences
on inteliigence should be briefly addressed. Ii wiil be done in a very sim-
plistic and general way which is not to ‘enore the complexity of issues within

each theoretical appreoach. Jensen (1f +, as a represeatative of the heredi-

tarian theoretical view, has maintained that intelligence 1s primarily genet-

ically determined, thét in fact, for whites, intelligence is a highly heredi-

table trait and tu.s environmental factors have very little influence upon
the variance‘of-intelligencé in the general population and specifically among
races. Jensen's positiod continues ﬁo be a highly‘debated one, and it is not
the functioh,of this paper to support or dispute it. Howeﬁer, it is the

position of this paper that hereditary and environment both must be considered.



In assessing the intellcctuui potential of an indivlduul,{thus the envircamentad
theoretical approach is accepted. Assumed herein is the helief ghat rhere
exist great ditferences between the environmental conditions, experiences
N .
and know%edgc according to socioceconomic class (Deutsch & Deutsch, 1976;
Drake, 1966; Samuda, 1975) and that environmental faétors are critical In under-
standing the variability in the measured, intellectual ability.on minority
1 : _

children (Baratz & Baratz, 1970; Gussow(fl974; Katz, 1968; Whiteman & Deutsch,
1967) . | / h |

Numercus alternatives have been explore.! in an effort to develop more
equitable techniques of assessing the minority child's intellectual ability
and achievepent potential. Samuda (1975) devotes an entire éhapter,of_his
Sook in discussion of culture free/culture fair tests, méasures of t%e envi-

. y

ronment, éﬁﬁterion referénced testing, etc. However, it is suggested here
that other alternative§, utilizing the highly réspebted, established intelli-
gence tests are possible. What 1is positiuned here ‘is siﬁilaf to the position
of Fishman et al (1964). "Standardized tests, whegﬁused witﬁ disadvantaged
minority groups, (1) may not provide-reliable differeﬂtiation in the range
of minority zroup scores, (2) their prédiétive.validity for minority groups
may be quité different from thag for th; étéﬁdafdization and validation
groupé, and (3) the validity cf their interpretations is strongly dependent

upon the adéquate understanding of the social and cultural background of the

group in question (p.130)."

¢ .
. Ey :
It is a fact that in tHe United States, lower €ocioeconomic minority

groups; through segregation tend to live in homogeneous clusters, and by

virtué of their miuwority group status form- a homqgéngous socioecoﬁomic sub-
group within the greater population. When "the tester attem?ts to m%kg dif-
ferentiations within the group which is more homogeneous than the reference

or norm group for which reliability is reported, the actual effectlveness

7

/
7
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of the test will tend to be lower than the reported reliobility coefficiunt

appears to promise' (Fishman et al, 1964, p. 131). The consistently observed

smaller spread of scores primarily within the lower range of the standardiced
intelligence tests draw attention to the concern that the inteliigence tests
are not truly differentiating betweén lower and/or differences. The narrower

the range of scores, the lower the coefficient of weliability (Wesman, 1952

~~

Predictive validity is undermined through the variability of cultural experi-
ences as well as other test—related factors (Vishman: et al, 1964).

1t avpears that Qhat is needed at the present time are new norm refer-
enced groups which reflect the homogenity of minority group children upon
whicn the intelligence tests can be restandardized. Non-English speaking
minority children constitute a specific concern due to the fact that langunage
translation techniques do not necessarily assure that the tests are langoage
adaptive or that they provide for Lhe additional handicap of lack of mastery
‘of language due to bilingual confusion beLween home and school (Lennon, 1969;
Samuda, 1975). It has been found that bilingualism has adversely affected
test performance and that children who are in the process of learning English
score lower than those who have mastered it (Anastasi & Cordova, 1953). HNew
norms could be used concurrently with the established'norms, but would serve
to be a more discriminating estimate of intellectual ability which would be
less susceptible to cultural variability

Besides thc nossible use of new norms, there is a need to continue to

work towards the development of more culture fair tests and other valid assess-

ment procedures.

One approach, suggested by Cleary, Hymphreys, Kendrick and Wesserman (1975)
is the use of criterion referenced assessment. A théoretical rationale for'tnis
aporoach is.that it aroids the need for large samples needed for.adeqoate
standardization, it eliminates the»need to compare'children with each other, and

T . /

it is geared to teachi: withcut labeling chiidren. It avoidsuhany of the

7
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pitfallé described previously in regard to .. tests or standardized
uchleveécnt tests yet Lt may be very useful to help in the learning process
ot disu&vnntnged chlildren without providlng unwarranted stigmatization or se 1=
fulfilling prophecies by teachers.

About six years ago, the senior aﬁthor was employed as a consultant
in Trenton, New Jersey to both the Head Starﬁ and Follow Through programs;

In order to coordinate the efforts of both programs, which were independently

funded, he attempted to identif;‘early, those children in Head Start who

N

. needed special attention in terms of academic, social or emotional growth.

At that time, the Follow-Through model, which is based on the behavior

anaIysis approach of Don Busﬁell, 1as Qtilizing a screening test fpr placéﬁent
of children at various levels in programmed curriculum materials. The screening
instrument was used to assess the criteria expected of children who would entgf
first grade with the necessary repdiness skills for learniﬁg to ;ead. Despite
the fact that there are many disadvantng;d children in tﬁe Trentohzschools,
-it was found that the regular curriculum utilizedA;n the typical middle-class
school system formed the basis of expéctations for children in Trenton.
Because it appeared difficult, 1f not impossible to'change the system's
unrealistic e;pectations, it was felt that ﬁead Stgpt haé a rale in preparing
ch#ldren to meet those realities which.they must face when fhey enter the
pub&ic school. ?he original screening instrument was modified extensively

in order to'fealistigaliy reflecp-the program potential of Head Start. VThis
Qas done through an examination of developmental literature and consultation
with fhe Head Start staff. After the initial f&rm of the-teét'waszdeveloped,

, y
the question of adminiétratidn tc over 200 children was considered. During
the initial year, tﬁe only staff'available.to &o this was either the teachers
or the ceﬁtral office staff which was made db of social service and medical

aides., It was decided to use the aides since therelare mény complications

from this writer's experience in utilizing teachers to obtain objective L

S8
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test information. The aides were trained during five one-hour sessivins. Children

were tested within a four week period near the end of the school'ycur.

Children were famlilar with the aldes who had been in and out of the class-

room for various reasons. Each chi@d was aescéscd individeully‘in elther
a separate room or a quiet ‘corner of tge Head Start area. The technique.of
using the eides had several edvan;ages:since the testers were¢ known to the
children end they were reprvswntatfye,of the minority group. Since they were
always available, they cou. @ later test chilareﬁ who were “requently absent.
The obvious disadvantage of using the aides was the time finvolved which kept
them from their regular duties. tAlso, situatiqns varied so that somefimes
aides tested children they kﬁew quite well end liked, and as a result they
were biesed in favor of those ehildren., The opposite was also true. This
prograﬁ tcok approximately 2 to 3 full weeks of their time and although the
initial effort was successful, it was felt that it was.economically unfeas ble
to continue this approach.

The foliowing year, we attempted to.enlist the aid of volunteer groups

: /

to be trained to administer the test. This became extremely difficult since

we wanted the.teet administered during a relatively short period of time so

‘that the reSults would be useful in curriculum planning. After exhéusting

a variety of possibilities fer test~administretion, a fortuitous contact
was made with a local teacher's college. _The utilization of fhe college 1s
mutually béneficial. The students,‘eho are early childhood majoré, are
presented wlith the opportunity of administering a developmentai assessment

instrument with young children. This provides an excellent opportunity for

the student's classroom learning to be understood in terms of practical

applications. For many of the middle-class students, thie is their first
experience with ciildren in economically disadvantaged populations. As a

result of this mutual interchange, many students realize that they are

;functioning under concepts that are more myth than reality in relation to




-

these chiidrern, The obvious advantaye Jor e bhead Start propgram Ds Gne

provision cach tall and spring of o group of highly motivated people, inter’

ested in voung children who mav be caslly trained to administer the assessment
device,  Another distinct advantage [s that with a large number of students, the
+
testing can be completed within a on?—weék period, This allows for admin-
. / . :
istrative ease and permits comparisons of data over a number of years. Initially,

students are trained by the psychologist or his interns In school psvcholoyy

» . : N
well in advance of the testing at the Heun start Centers. This training consists

of introduction to the test and a demonstration of its administfatloﬁ. fhe
studagts' college instruétor further discusses the relationship between theoretical
~variables and the actﬁal test protocol. Students are then pfovided an oppnrtunity
' to administer the test to children in the experimepntal nursery school which is

associated with the teachers college.

The test was developed for relatively easy :dmin%stration within a 20 to
30 minute period per child. Trainihg is -overed within a 3-week period. Pre-

paration for testing is made far in advance with rhe Head Start Centers, since

there are many scheduled events in the weekly calander of Head Start. Students

are assignred to centers .on a basis of need and tn the two centers. where many

Spanish speaking children are housed, Spanish speaking students are assigned to
use the Spanish protdcol. Students are assigned to centers for specific blocks
of time which are arranged between the teachers and the coordinator of the

‘testing. They are requested to spend spme time in the centers before beginning

testing in order to familiar}ze"thelgﬁildren with them and in order to get some

idea of the developmental level of the children whom they are going to be testing.
These are t'ien assigned to students as they arrive. The protocols are. utilized

for marking comments and scoring the test. 1In addition, mark scanning sheets

are used to record the scores. Testers take the test protocols and the mark

scanning sheets with them and they are double checked. They are handed in as

'
v

o o S .1() | _ \
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part of the class asslunment. Witain ab appresioar iy 5 weer eerio
t } . 8] o

protocels with the actual responses are révuroed "te the teashers and Che mark .

seanning sheets are utilized for computer analvsis and indiwidual scortng o
. <

rhie teésts. -
The tests are usually administzred in October and Mav so that teachers

. . Ry L : I3 . ‘. n v
have an opportunity to evaluate each child's score and test performance in the

various a;easluilthé test at the beginning of the ycér and ;6wnrds phw'cnd. When
test{result# do not agree with the_tcachcr's assessment of the chiid, zeachers.
are encouraged to retest the child, sincé they, nave additional test protpcni

aﬁd booklets in the’Eenter;. Teachers use chc‘ind!vidual test performance of
chlidren,as a guideline in helping‘towards readiness tréining. 'fho teacher
involvehent in the planning and utilization of the test scores deﬁystifips

the concept of testing and helps the teachers to realize that items on the
) o . \
test only rcpfésent a sample .of the types of criteria whick ave fmportant for

-

children to attain in order to prepare fo- public schuel. When children

are particularly weak -or strong in specif’c areas. this is noted. 'The prutocols

€

and the follow-up teaching provldeé\an excellent format witich is utilized by
teachers in their reriodic home conferences with parents. This is especially

helpful where the teachers are able to sutline specific kinds of activities for

\

_-ents to work on with c¢hildren when this is indicated.'

Lo

This paper has presented a rather detalled account of the use of a criterion

referenced test. The test was developed in cooperation with the teachers who
-ould use the results. It i1s based on criterfa most of which are obtainabie -

by the majority of children in the program. The test is easily -and 1neXpenéively

administered and the results are used for diagnosis and educational planning.

~The test is a screening instrument and the teachers have the items easily

available for readministration.
R

11
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-1t is relatively simple'to use a canned program at any collepge that’pre~. =3 a y

’ - .
//\_
Theo Trmitation ! LRI S S . TR e
1‘.
e ousers Y Uoreini Teon P & 1 N E o . T
, P
a_ .
yoodreny, mdnoe b i Tl TRt tab s orows reespiag o Doolrnmarng b
Ui drems e Poased ontomany eduoat toral tasen reninlired oo Pnildren betwesn e
areeioar B e Lt HEEY totew? abae pravdh s oGy crminial o Se Teen g
tetrument Tor chiltdren gt e pressfeesd ool Thers v beenogopreat deal oo
, de e . - .
cuntroversy over (he conoent of developnentab s A 2 EE O & S
. . - ' : ~ ’
srigras nas sandated developmental ascesspent Tor vhlldres whoeoare enrolled in
programs lLike Sead Start: However, the generaily reeosmnended Denver Developmental
L . . . e A R i N . 3 . . L .
Test nas many Llmitatfons inciuding the msjor one that 1o is based on nalional
norms .- fhe problem of nqtional crandardlzation was digcussed at the buginning
of this paper in referende te I.Q.ltests.  Furtber, it §s 2 rathdr yrass in- T .
" . ‘A ' - I3 ) ‘
- . . . ‘
srrument and does not lend it seli o utilizali n Jer cepnitive assessment and
R ! . ’ . .
’ . E ‘ .

remediacion. Therefore, .the prusenr criterton referenced approach wis concepie

Ir -" o3 : - R . .
uwalized as also offering a wora refereanceld approach, if urillzed adeguately. lo

Trenton, the test has been used to generate local aorms. During fnftial
screening, the statlstics gaeoerally are normally distributed, and showing a
slight negative sikewness. (hwer several years of use, -the {atefnal consiatency

measure using the Kuder-Richardson 20 has been over .900. Altbough the test is :

divided into .11 areas organized conceptually, inftial factor analysls afrew o

rotation suggested two maih factors. A common readiness. factor asd a

) . . : = + . « L .
speciflc expressive language factor—as measured by children's abtlitv to

identify pictureg. The scoring procedure on the OPSCAN 1.B.M. sheets can be

easily adopted to a format used by most colleges for scoring objectfventésts.

. . "

test service bureau. ' this particular situation, the OPSCAN sheets are easily

and quickly precessed to generate compiete statistical data plus individual

name, scores, etc. . v : ‘ . ' ) .

e i
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effects ot testing Plack children (ividy In disadvantaged areas. However,
N
repular meetfaps wit - i sarents before each testing perfod has. resutted in no
. . \
sigutticant problems that scctor, Parents want their chilidren to be con-

petent and when the test 1s explained, they are glad to see that there will
be some way of aussessing what the ciiildren need to learn and what thev learn
during the year. iioover, in this particular program, one staff mecber and a

consultant made a concerted attack on the testing program based on the assumption

riat all testing, except that by fearhers, tends to be harmful to children
' ! .
Imes and Nolte, 1976). Because the consulzant became involved in what was
_ ‘ \
essentially internal conflieting philosophies, the program staff was unable to =

RS
' .

reswlve the pruﬁlcm vefore it came to thu'attvntion of the community representative
from thechgLonal Orfice. Despite the fact that in essence,’withvminor problems,
almost all stafy and parents were satisfied, a major effort was extéqded by
nrotessionals in main;aining the program before the final resolution., This

tvire O Te- Istence nust be 1nticipatéd in any assessment program with minority
UTCUPS L weTeT, J?spiLc the encrgy and often bitter hours-spént in battie, the
sroeram has survived and continued to be modified.  The community at large,
eoreciativ the parents, have found the approach most peneficiai in helping

~

their childre. prepare for kindergarten, which {5 what Head Start is all about.
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